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AESTRACT ‘ 
This report. evaluates the Student Parent Activities 

Center, a program designed to invclvye parents in the educational 
process cf their children, improve parental knowledge and 
particjpation in the school, and improve parerntal ‘influence on 
student attendance. Ore hundred fifty students and 50 _parents ° 
participated in the program. The. parent participants all had children 
in the fifth thrcugh eighth grades who were truant or whose 
attendance records were poor. However, those students who ; 
participated in the program were in the fifth or sixth grades. ‘The 
parent: participants were organized into two groups composed of up to 
twenty participants each. The groups met once a week ‘and discussed 
mathematics, .reading, and school attendance requifements.: The program 

» was'administered by a coordinator, School and neighborhood’ workers, 
and family wcrkers. To determine the effectiveness of the progran, 
questionnaires were completed by parents, and evaluators observed the 
progra@ in oferation on four separate occasions. The evaluation 
concluded that pqrents were, made aware of pupil academic and 
discipline’ requirements of the schocl; however, the ‘program was not 
effective in helpirg.parents help their children with reading. and 
mathematics, or in imprcving student attendance, The appendix 
includes the observation reports. (JP) 
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‘Chapter I: THE PROGRAM _. 


The Student-Parent Activities Center served approximately 50 adults a? 
and 150 children selected from the population residing in the area serviced 
i : : / 
by IS 52, Bronx. The parent participants all had children in the fifth, / 


sixth, seventh and eighth grades of the school who were truant or whose 


‘ 


attendance records were poor. The children services by the program 


were pupils in the fifth or sixth grade of the school. Parent parti¢ipants 


/ ) 
who were selected all volunteered to participate in the program. 


’ 


As a result of participation in the ‘program it was believed that 


parents would attain familiarity with pupil requirements for Attendance, 


mathematics. ,They should also havé been “able to/select appropriate books 


and other materials in. those subject areas fpr that purpose. Furthermore, 


) 


it was believed that the attendance of ils serviced by the program 
. would improve. The program was desigried to involve parents more fully 


in the ei ac process at as; 5e, Bronx, py improving parental 


knowledge and pArticspatfion on school ‘and by wonking to improve pupil 


"attendance. 


pane parent participants were organized ° 


fd 


prone: having, on the average, at least 20 partied 


To accomplish the 
« 
\ 
irito two groups, e 


pants. The groyps were scheduled to meet at forml sessions on Thursdays v 


two sections. One section was ees to meet from 9:00 AM to 10:30 AM 


‘aha the other section was schediiled to méet from 10:30 AM to 12:00 noon. 


The agenda of these sessions’ addressed topics such ag mathematics 


requirements, reading requirements and attendance requirements. 


The program. staff contacted the pupil participants by visiting 
5 i 
their homes or as a result of referrals made by the professional staff. 


Pupils did not ectually participdte in the scheduled sessions, Pupil 


participation in the program was limited to the contact made with the 


home by. tHe program staff and to the servicing of pupil needs as a. 
’ \ 


veresult of professional staff referrals. In addition, there were parents | 
\ 


contacted through the program staff in the field.and given the information | 


ba 


provided in the formal scheduled sedaion, who actually never attended 
\ ‘ 


the sessions held at the school. 
Within the total,program, lew York City Umbrella Program funds 


were used specifically for ngcoordinator, one ‘school neighborhood 


worker, one junior school neighborhood worker, and three family:workers. 


sats  caiths : OEE a “ine? sie 5 
The specific activities engaged\in by these pérsons will now be described, 


of tne Staff F 
Inieraction | 


Prorram Coordinator, The prograk coordinator assisted .in selection 


and placement of program personnel; supervised ell program staff; . 
cooperated with prowram personnel én planning and formative evaluation; 
processed payrolls; kept all data for Central Board of Education, "Umbrella 


Office"; served as liaison between the program and the. Central Board .of 


Education "Umbrella Office” and the program and the school principal. 
; ; , td & 


» . ° 
School Neirhborhnoes:-WYorker.-- The school neighboyhood worker supervised, 


- r . 
as’ resource person for Family Workers and Junior Neighborhood 
¢ * . 


%, 


Worker; prepared agenda; implemented and contacted resource personnel 
for the scheduled Thursday sessions with parents; counselled parents 


individuslly; maintained liaison between supervised program staff and 


program coordinator; serviced children referred to program by professional 


staff; served as translator at meetings, interviews and conferences; 


‘coordinated daily check of class attendance records; accompanied parents 


¢ » > 


on "fact-finding" trips; attended all curriculum trmining sessigns in 


’ a 
reading and mathematics. 
% ' 


Junior Neishborhood ‘iorker, The junior neighborhood worker assisted 
\ 
the school neighborhood worker in all duties. 


Family aleve (3). The fomily wouliexe: wenrastien parents for the 
Sq ’ 

progran; formed parents into groups for workshops; provided individual 
counselling to parents; visited parents, hospitals and other sites; 
attended all coordinator training sessions; maintained and suomitted 
ddily log. to coordinator; provided individual help to ebtidenn’ nederenl 
to them by professional states accompanied parents to ‘social service 
offices for official business; reviewed daily attendance records and’ 


. 


contacted parents via telephone home visits or mail where appropriate; 
-accompanied parents on "fact-finding": trips and Community School Board 
meetings sr Syancicted proceedings where necessary; attended all 
- curriculum training sessions in reading and mathematics. 
h the project proposal states that the program was supposed 
end continue until June 30, 1976; the program 
did not berin unti 29, 1976. the progrem wes in operation for 


a total of 9h calendar days. 


% 


Chapter II: EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES 
On-site visit& were made by the program evaluator ahd interviews 
were held on site with the = coordinator, the School Neighborhood 
Workers, and the Family Workers. In addition, conferences were held . 
with Céntral Board of Education School-Commnity Interaction Umbrella q 
Program personnel. e° Pid 
To determine the effectiveness with which the evaluation objectives 
were attained with the total population of .200, the evaluator observed 
the program in operation on four separate opcasions (April 6, 8, 29 
and May 6, 1976). Gtieesention reports — appendéa (see Appendix A). 


‘ 


The objectives of the evaluation”are: 


. 
. 


. Evaluation Objective 1: To determine if the performance of parents 


participating in 504. or mpre of the scheduled sessions improves on items 
related to pupil academic, attendance, and discipline requirements as 
measured by a staff-developed criterion a en instrument. 

For the determination of evaluation objective 1, questionnaires 
were employed (a sample instrument is included in Appendix B). The: 
instrunertts aoa parents' familiarity with pupil academic; attendance 
and discipline requirements. The instruments were developed by the program 
staff. The ihstruments ware validated by the staff with respect to the 
items Jncorporated within them. The instrument was administered to the 
Sacra at the beginning of the session during which the topic covered 
ra the sects Rioeesacine is discussed as a pretest. and again toward the 


‘end of the program as a posttest.” 


Evaluation Objective 2: To determine if the performance. of parents 


% 


£ 


oi participating in 50% -or more of the scheduled: sessions of the program ‘ . 
. improves of items related to assisting their children in the acquisition 
of the basic reading skills and selecting relevant books ‘and other helpful , 
materials’ as. saseered by a staff developed criterion referenced instrument, ~ 
For the determination of evaluation objective 2, a questionnaire 
“was employed (a sample instrument is included in Appendix Cc). The instru- - 
ment measures the parents.’ ability to assist their children in the } 
acquisition of basic reading skills and to select relevant books and 
other iabpiiit, eutackaie. The instrument was developed by the’ program 
; staff. The instrument was validated by the staff with respect to the 
 Stema ticemnenbel within it. The instrument was administered to the 
parents at the beginning of the session during which the topic covered 
by the ‘questionnaire is discussed as a pretest and was to be administered’ 
again toward the end of the program as a posttest. 

The posttest for evaluation objective 2 was not carried out. Late 
funding and the resultant iste start did not allow sufficient time for 3 
the program to te Raby implemented. The program did not get underway \ 
until Marth 2, 1976. This was just enough time to enable the program \, 
director and staff to run a pilot program from-which they could ja the 
data gathered $s anticipate the problems that could be expected during’ 
the fully implemented program in the 1976-1977 apademic year, 

Evaluation Objective 3: To determine if the attendance of pupil 


participants in the program improves as meagured by the comparison of 
> ’ 5 


- 


the appropriate monthly attendance records of this year with those of 
. wa Ci 
the previous year. 


. , 


4 


For the determination of evaluation objective 3, available attendance 


records of the fifth and sixth grades for the period from mid-March to 
” @eaty May 1976 were caipated with-the records of the Same grades for the 
same period during the aie spring term. The sitenantine data were gathanea 
in early Mey. 
Evaluation Objective 4: To determine the extent to which the prea 
as actually implemented coincides with the program as described and 
". any subsequent modifications or addenda. ‘ 

_ For the determination of evaluation objective 4, the eveluator- 
consultant made judgments based upon the on-site visits and conferences 
hela with the program staff and others menetidnt act the program. 

Although the evaluation design specifies that between January 1, 
1976 and June 30, 1976 60 adults and 200 children would participate 
in the program, only approximately 200 subjeots (i.e., 50 adults and 
150 children) were involved by the time that the program got detinenney 


on March 29, 1976. 


' 
A 


It is important to note here that there are a number of limitations 
that -have been imposed upon the evaluation procedure. The progyam was 
not given notice of its funding until March 23, 1976. As of April 1, 
1976 only four of the six peogian staff funded by the Central Board's ° 
"Umbrella Office" were processed and working in the seis 

In spite of the hardship imposed upon the program, the program 
director was able to implement whatever aspects of the program it was 
feasible to implement, 


Chapter III: FINDINGS ' 04 - tee ¥s 


Evaluation Objective 1 . 

To determine if the performance of parents participating in 50% cats 
‘or more of the scheduled sessions improves on items related to pupil 
academic, atténdance and adeclntine requirements as measured by a staff 
Jovetavet criterion referenced instrument. 

The performance of parents participating in 50h or more of the ~ 
scheduled sessions did improve on items related to pupil academic, 
svtentanse sud discipline requirements. The evaluation objective 1. 
can therefore be held to have been attained. Table 1 shows the results 
of the pre-post administration of Part I of the locally developed 
questionnaire (see Appendix B). A comparison of the percent of correct 
responses on the pretest with. the percerit of correct responses on the 
posttest yeah a difference of 3%. FErant participants completed 384, 
more fairs sis seipoeetily onthe Part I eee than they did on the 
part I (filisin or complétion) pretest. 

Table 2 shows the results of the pre-post administration of Part II 
(true-false) of the questionnaire for determination of evaluation . 
objective 1. A comparison of the pércent of correct responses between 


. 


the\ pre- and post-administrations of Part II of the. questionnaire yield’ a ( 
: : / ; 
a percentage difference of 27%. 
The percentage differences demonstrated by the parents on Parts I g 
and II of the questionnaire for Evaluation Objective’ 1 indicate that 
there was improvement - and that parents did learn about wpe academic, 


attendance and discipline requirements in IS 3, Bronx. ; a. 


— 


a 


Table 1 
—_ 


Summary of Results Based -upon Participant® Responses to the 
Pre-Post Administration of Part I of a Locally Developed 
Questionnaire for Evaluation Objective 1 . 
(Pretest 4/6/76; Posttest 5/4/76) . 


Responses ; Pretest Posttest 
\ . : 
Number correct 462 810 
Number incorrect 463 13 
Total. ° . 925 923 
Percent correct 50 -/ ; 88 


“Based upon 37 completed questionnaires. 


Table 2 ‘ 


Summary of Results Based upon Participant® Responses to the 
Pre-Post Administration of Part II of a Locally Developed 
Questionnaire for Evaluation Objective 1 
(Pretest 4/6/76; Posttest 5/4/76) 
le an i a: 
ot 


Responses Pretest Posttest 
Number correct. — 265 365 
Number incorrect . ‘ as 105 ; ee 5 
Total — - 370. 370 
Percent correct y" T2 . - 99 


_ 


“Based upon 37 completed questionnaires. 


Cal » e 7 ; : cad 


: staff was able to gain a great deal of information to ‘enable them to 


S$: ig 


Evaluation Object ive 2 rat 


To’ determine ‘if, the performance” of parents participating in 50f 


- or more of the scheduled sessions of the program improves on items ° 


- #4 


related to assisting their children in the acquisition of the basic 
seats eee and selecting relevant tasks and other hélpful materials 
as meastired ee a staff developed eeiterion referenced instrument. 


' Although a questionnaire was developed and utilized by the -program 


staff (see, Appendix c) it was way. administered to the parent participants 


once, The. intent was “to utilize the information obtained to lta sare 


| 
preblems that could be expected during the promt! 8 implementation next - . | 


"yey (197681877). 0 . } 


The on-site observation report for April 8, 1976 (see Appendix A) 
indicates that parents responded positively toa presentation in Spanish 
and English toficerning the techniques for assisting their children in 
the acquisition of basic reading skills and selecting relevant books 
and: other helpful materials. This Fae el was pone by he supervisor “ | 
in charge of hee Arts aii aia the Principal, “who ‘sérved. as | 
interpreter, and the Program staff. The report clearly indicated that the 
staff was making every effort to ‘adapt the program to the needs of the 
parent participants. = * % 
” oe Riot: the eviianvion objective 2 cannot be held to ‘have been ‘ 


ag 


attained, it is the opinion of the evaluator that extenuating circumstances, 


ans as late funding and late implementation beesiet its attainnent. 


Purthernore, it should be noted that, in the time evsdiatie, the program . 


13 


refine the program's implementation for next year (1976-1977). 


_ Evaluation Objective 3 


. To determine a the attendance of- pupil aha al in the program 


improves as measured by: the comparison of the. seatattats monthly attendance 
‘records of this‘ year with those of the previous year, 

Tables 3, 4, and 5 show the results of the analysis of the data 

available as of early sing in regard to attendance. Although thé records 
: for Test year's fifth and sixth grades were not available, the tables 
indicate that during the period in which the program was in operation 
attendance 1 was stabilized at slightly above 80% for the total school. 
Table 4 shows in greater detail the attendance ratio ‘of pupils i ‘the 
target population. Table 5 shows how'the target population attendance 
ratio compared with that. of the total school for the ‘1974-1975 school 
yer, - . JS ; 

Unfortunately, wivew ubbeniance’ records for March and April pf 1975 
were not available, écapanianta between the period of program ‘implementation’ . 
this year and last yaur could not be made. It is therefore not possible , 
to fairly shine” the impact of “this year's p am upon the attendance’ 
_of the target sei even. : : 

Additional information was obtained regarding evaluation objective 3 % 
by making a comparison, han the available attendance ratios of the 
total schont for this year and last year. The evaluation report by 
Professor Sheldon Kastner and Professor Paul Gaints J New York pEeasety 
(Funct iontusker 20-53434) indicates thet ‘the ‘Program was in operation 
from October 1974 to June 1975. Table 6 tnitteates that during the periods 


Ratio Con Abtendance, to. Register for a. 


x 


? 
“Program in operation 


2 


Tabié ly : : 


Ratio of Attendance td Register for Pupils in: | 
Attendance in the Target /Populatiom 


Attendance Periods” 


March 23-31, 1976 
_ April. 1-30, 1976 
May 5-7,,2976 


*mhe program — operation op 


data were collected on May 7, 1976. 
* 


Attendance (4) 
i ’ 


Grade 5S * Grade 6 
Register 132 Register 280. 


89.3 aha 


86.1 * pags 
87.0 ‘yee. 


*@ ~ 


| : 
atch’ 29, 1976. tthe attendance 
i n - 


] 
| 


’ 


He 


Comparison of Total School Attendance Ratio with /fhat of 
get cen (Grades 5 and 6) for! 197$-1975 - 


- 


ft Period 
© Ending 


crag é 


Grade 5 / 


sb wm 


b” G+ 


Table 6 


4, 
ot rate 
a " 
s 
? 
f— 1 
416 , 


a 


Awe 


aa 


_ or addenda, : /, 7. if 


f 


was not operat ional. ‘ 


Evaluation Objective ky ‘ 


There is no question about, the/ fact that the Student-Parent Activities 


. a 7 ° 
‘ Center is attempting to service t : ee of the participants. The 


progres staff and the profession staff of ‘he school cooperate willin 
4 

and Serechively to meet the goals of the pnlerie. The administrative, 

and moral support. provided to the program by the school principal sets 


the tone for the-cooperation. As a.result, parents and children benefit 


greatly from the atmosphere of warnth and cooperation that permeates the 


oe) existed ox only 94 dees (March “29, 1976 to June 30, 1976). 


- \ \ 
informal portions of the scheduled Thursday sessions. \ 


The facilities provided are e quite adequate for the neegs of the — 


. 


program, ‘The ao used forthe sessions were geserally large enough 
to accommodate the groups which met in them without diminishing the - 


‘atmosphere of candor. , if’ 


In spite of the efforts of the program staff there are a number 


of discrepancies attributable to the late funding which this ev: 4 
noted. It is” eae to state that the program was pittinata’ and : < 
planned on ‘the basis. ce six months time for implementation, The pro 


As of March 30, 1976, only three of the five program personnel (e ive 


. 


. 7S 


: 
Nant 
v 


ba 


ts | e : = . x 


of the: program director) were processed and working. This had an effect, 
' hepato: (upon the “meiher of eines who could be recruited into 
and serviced by the: program. Hence, the number services was somewhat 
less, than proposed, The ‘Shortened duration of the ieiseentaa program 
“aoe had an effect upon the amount of "instruction" -that parents were 
able to receive. This precluded the possibility of producing measurable 
_ gains in knowledge ‘concerning the school's reading curriculum. Furthermore, 
it is believed this also reduced the impact that the /program ataft 
. in the field ‘and the i that the ache? session had upon the attend- 
w ance fatio of the target population. ‘ “ : ‘ y 
: The proposed two scheduled sections of Thursday morning sessio: 
proved to be difficult ‘for parents to cope . a Fortunately, the progr : \ 
: r staff was sehsitive to the parents’ needs and pets enough to: trans form 
' the two sessions into one larger session which ran‘from . ain 3! ; ; . of 
9:30 A.M. until 2}:15 A.M. \ 
With the eqbeption of the above stated Aiscrepaneies, this. evaluator ee: \ 
found that the program. as inpYenenbest” unniited with the Progras fesersnet. ‘ 
in the proposal. The activities of the staff denonstraté b otive, aa 
* | 
_ to. the kan 08 of ‘program coals and ‘objectives. 
-Reoonmendagtons made by the evaluator of the 1974-1975 agademic ‘ 
year proeraa (Function number 20-5343) were as follows: 


1. Bssed on the favorable impressions from site visitg and ¥ 
© partial data submitted; the program should be recytled.” : P 


2. A workshop on, instrument development should be conducted at 
‘ he atin of the. project veer - . 
The 


cram was recycled, but only for 94 days, anc it was ‘funded 


. = \ - * ” 
7 , 
\ / 
‘i, 15 : 
. os 
; » 
’ * late. As a result of this shortened time a workshop on instrument 
; development coul@: not be sia done. ‘ 
‘ : * ‘ ’ 
- 4 a. st * - 
gt 
. | : 
. a 
{ a » 
: . Vs 
‘ - 
‘ 
‘ 
, 
v - 
; - a 
4 - 
oo y 
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ot - 
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Chapter IV: -SUMMARY OF NATOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


ss 


The Student- Parent leteetbtes Center bis not mt its second objective 
-of helping parents e sia their children in Reading, or a third, 
- 
objective of improving the attendance ratios in I 52. During the ~~. 


, . ’ coe Je 


, is Raat ‘of implementation, there were ‘some Si eepamsies between the : ve 
: . Program § as it was implemented and “the program as” described, in the pradaet 
? ; i cons Late funding was the major factor in diminished recruitment, e vity 
vs "give duration of dadienedbetinn, and » reduced impact cea attendance. 
cee The program did, however, meet its first objective to make parents 
aware of the pupil academic and iteokeidnve requirements of the school. 
Furthermore, with the — of the above stated discrepancies » the 
fourth ‘objective to impleneit the program in the manner iad a a the 
| 7 project ‘roposal 1 was attained. The program staff serviced the” heeds 
‘ of ite ‘participants and demonstrated effective cooperation toward meeting 
ji the progran eae Program staff efforts ete ian with the program staff 
pewier tes described in the project en ; : 
this evalustor concludes that, even though only two of the evaluation 
objectives have een obtained, the program has certainly. been worthwhile. 
¥ Parents seemed interested and appreciative of the tuporeey to investigate’ — an 
. «the school's curriculum in grea’ er detail. The gest worked abnigentiy 
to adapt the program to the need of the participants. An frritten 
- Raterial vas provided in English spanish, aay sessions! ese conducted 
° : . either, in English with cparen ivenblatinn or in Spanien with English ‘ 


; \ } 
translation, A . \ 
2 In addition to the specific recommendations:to follow, this evaluator — 
L ro " . ‘ . e e: “ « 
le ,, ? _* : - , < ; 


17 ; : - 


recommends that the program be continued. 


1. Since the attendance was poor at the beginning of the program's 


implementation more elaborate efforts should be made at recruiting a 


larger number of parents. vs my 
_ In order, to reach a . larger number of pargite the number of 


).- 
\ family workers should be increased ‘and/or ciatetth recorders and tapes 


aareiean . 
’ ‘| of the weekly sessions should be made available to parents unable to 


attend... « . Die _ , . 
] ° ‘ s 


» + : 
3. The value of the program to the school seems quite clear even 


on the its of its attainment of objective 1 to make parents aware of 
the pupil scndenic and discipline’requirements of the school, The - 
program should be expanded to include the entire school population, 

- 4, Som@ indication of the program's approval should ‘be secured 
in advance in order to enablé staff to plan informally beforehand. | 
‘Publicity about ten program and efforts at, recruitment should be eponted 
prior to the prbicren? 8 starting date. Furthermore, recruitment efforts 

# should be ACTOss_ the ‘iia possible range 50 that more parents who ae 

_ only English ean become, participants. > th . 
- 5. ite number of sessions per week ahould be limited to only one 
» and scheduled & a time more practical for parents with small. Soaee 


. 
‘ 


at home to attend. =” oe a? 


eo % 


. S & 6, Because of the initial reluctance of some parents to participate 
in the discussion or ask. questions during the formal presentation.at the’ 
Thursday sessions, it is recommended that some of the sessions be devoted 


to the techniques of commmication in groups. The group might discuss 


bs < ¥ = 
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t 


e 


topics suchas "How to Ask Questions," etc. 
me ic Evening meetings siaheaee oschs fonally held (perhaps once per 
‘ soit to enable working interested parents to attend. 
8. The working’ hours of rhe iba laa staff might be adjusted to 


oxic ‘beyond the school day to enable o— program to service the REEESGAS 
") 


pants more efficiently. 


Appendix A; OBSERVATION REPORTS 


a - - iF) 


Consultant's name;. Dr. Ronald S. Ellis 


a. 


Daté: -April 6, 1976" School: IS 52, Bronx 


Project titlé: Student-Parent. Activities Center, BE 20-6334 
Class: Library: . Room: 300 From 9 AM to 12 noon 
Name of teacher in charge:. Mr. Benjamin Ramos, Assistant Principal 


Please make a detailed report for each category indicated. Use additional 
paper or other side to insure complete reporting. ¥ > 


Content theme of lesson observed: 

Parents were given questionnaire to complete, The content, oF gue 
questionnaire was the basis for the discussion that occurred throughout 

r the session. The- quesyAcaaers asked about seit taa discipline, and 

academic requirements of the school. 
Cognitive response of pupils to lesson: Ps 

As the session progressed, the parents asked questions and made 
comments Sicaarinani to the topic of the qaanisominiee 
Affective response of pupils to dlesson;: 

Most parents attempted to complete the questionnaires, Some 
were reluctant to attempt to complete them, fearing that they could not 
answer correctly. Anxiety was relieved when they were told that it was 
net necessary for then to complete all questions. : 
Method of Thickerboulen used; ; 

Lecture-discussion, Mr. Ramos told parents present that their 
efforts would to a large degree teberning the success of the ere 


that would be recycled in.September 1976. 


Description of Materials Used, by Staff: 
Questionnaires in Spanish or English and pencils were distributed 
‘to the parents by the staff. 
if ; Number of staff in room: Five 
Veschibe: auxiliary persomel activity: ‘ 
The staff, including Mr. Ramos, circulated about the room in order 
‘to encourage the parents to complete their questionnaires. 
What was teacher's ga role? . 
Mr. Ramos epcke-to the’ parents and discussed each of the items on 
“ite questionnaire in turn in terms of its significdnce to. the child and eS 


i 


the. parent . 


Number of participants (i.e., students, children, subjects, etc.): 


Twelve parents (12). 
Is the program operational? Yes 
To what extent has the npbanetd been implemented according to Hiegtenat 
. The program coordinator and staff are making attempts at beginning 
he project. ‘Funding was received only recently (due January 1, 1976). 
Approval has act been cbtained fox the Gunter Neighborhood Worker, Mrs. 
- Rivera. . . , 
Identify: 8 a 
Strengths--Parents in attendance were in agreeieent, and “seenéa to 
express interest and concern regarding ‘the objectives as implied by the 
discussion of the questionnaires, a aa; ’ 


- Weaknesses--Program was funded late. The staff was not given ample 


¢. 


opportunity to plan. The initial response was small. Although only 78% 


\ 


, . . : ) 


ae \ 
of the school population was Spanish speaking, no English speaking only af 


‘ 


* parents were present, © 


Reconmendat ions: 


. 
° 


,, Some indication of program approval should ‘be secured in advance 
_ “ . . 2 


“to enable staff “to plan informally beforehand. Moreover, publicity about 


the program and efforts at recruitment should be mounted prior to the 


oT 


program's starting date. Recruitment’ should be across the widest -range me 


possible so that English speaking only parents, may be included. 
bY : a ‘ 


\ 


\ ‘. 22 


Consultant's name: Dr. weal A sf Ellis 


Date: April 8, ‘1976 * ; School IS 52, Bronx 

Project title: tk: Activities Center, BE 20-6313 
. ms eo - a) 

Room; 127 -. : From: 9 “AM to noon 


Name of teacher in charge: ee. Benjamin Ramos, Assistant Prineipal 


Please rake a detailed report for each category indicated. Use additional 
paper or other side to insure complete reporting, , 


Content theme ‘of lesson observed: 2 * : = : 
“. Mr. oe briefly the importance of the previous. querer: 
* naire anne: He spressed the dmportance of certain baie, bits of inforifa- 
tion such aevthe telephone number of the school. the ee Mr. 
Gallego, introduced the Assistant sien es Charge of Language Arts. 


‘and Reading, Mr. Comerano, The session activity Was related to what 


can be done by parents to “improve their child's reading. \ gt aot 


“Cognitive respoitse of pupils to Lesson: # oe ee 


Parents 5 Matenea attentively and asked question where cpioprsat. 


Some parents ayen ‘took notes on separate sheets of paper whiclr they had 
brought with then, : oh 
Affective response of pupils to lesson: : rH : ‘ 

} 


¥ Parents spoke aninatedly about what they jhad Sheceneeit and learned. ° 
f: 
i eevaién during the coffee break afterwards. 


” 


Method of inftruction used: 4 ie fy ; : 


at! 4 x3 » 

pe Program ‘Coordinator, School Principal, Supeerenie in Charge of ' 
Language Arts and Reading and the Senior Wei ghborhood Worker each: took 
a turn at lecturing and/or sniecsoeting ti presentation into English " 


or Spanish: ; aS 


4 


. , .- « 
a ‘ : : tae a. 


Denerivbing of materials used by staff: 

. A handout was distributed, It summarized in outline form the content 

of. the session.’ An additional handout containing the Basic Sight Vocabulary 

@ of 220 words was also distributed. ‘ 

‘asart@eten of materials used by pupils: . 
Parents revieved the questionnaire which had been completed on 

April 6, 1976. oo that point they were given the opportunity to write 


nrecnntnarne arena 


information from the questionnaire into their own notes, The staff 


then collected the questionnaires to keep for their own records. 


Number of program staff in rooa: 


mn ‘addition to the Senior Neighborhood Worker and the Progran 
es there were two additional staff members of Ahe progran. . 
2 cr. auxiliary personnel activity: : { 4 
‘| Program staff either observed the session vd order to eke no 


information to the homes of parents who were eign to attend thie Sopiads 
\ a 
vor served as interpreter. « 
. 


What was teacher's major role? F 


. e e ° . . Ps 
Presenter of information and leader of discussion, The main speaker, 
Mr, Comerano, discussed vhat parents could do at home to help their 


children improve reading. : ys” i 
: .Mumber of participants (i.e., students, children, subjects, etc.): 
17 parente,. 
‘i ; 


Is the program operational? + Yes 


*% 
Pe 


To what extent has the program been implemented according to design? 
Program staff is attempting to implement the sessions in accordance 
with the description provided in the proposal. 
- Identity: : ne . an 
Serenata thse staff adapts the program to the needs of the parents. 


te < 


* One Family Worker assists a parent with difficulty in remembering to 


complete the questionnaires, This parent was also physically disabled. ' 
pe en i rr ern i aoe - ranean ethene erernpenrmnnetaamrnsnernrrasnactanaatammnsittgnepestansenttes 
Weaknesses--There are not enough parents. Even though more parents 


aetna 


ae attending, 4t is still not enough, The time spent by the family 
worker in the home is limited. A parent at home cannot receive as ach 
information as is available in the sessions. : 
dantumenisttinas 
i? 5. se alattrsite: abtorts ab cenroltennt ahoold te undertaken, Changes 
in recruitment procedure should be dccunented 46 Grader to shure success 
in attracting more parents in subsequent cycles by simply repeating and 
expanding upon “successful” recruitment procedures. Increase the number 
of family workers tn the program and/or provide cassette recorders and 
cassette recordings of the weekly sessions for “home-bound” parents. 
=. ee ee parents with small'cbildren at home who aré unable 
4 . . to attend to still be kept abreast of the content of the weekly sessions. 
. F : , be * 


eee 
« 


25 | aie ar ‘ 


. 


‘ sf : 
Consultant's name: Dr. Ronald S,. Ellis 


“Date: April 29,-1976 School: IS 52, Bronx 
es : ; 
\ Project title: Student-Parent Activities Center, BE 20-63434 
Room; 127 From 9 AM to noon 


Name of teacher in charge: Mr. Gallego, School Principal ss 


Please make a detailed report for each category indicated. Use additional - 
paper or other side to insure complete reporting. ee 


Content theme of lesson observed: 


ore co mt ete 


en cn ta a noe 


a ee 


‘ Parents were giyen a.very brief description of the content included 


eens es 


~ 4n-the school mthematicé program. Mr. Bruce Keltz,. the assistant princi- 

pal in charge of snbhenabiios » described the follqwing aspects of the 7 

program: ‘computational skills training, problem solying hana training, 

geometry, units of: measurement, consumer mathematics, decimal system bf | 
a numeration; and the mathematics laboratory, In addition, He, Keltz 2 

_ provided answers to the following questions: How can I help my child 

if I don't understand it myself? How can I actually help ny child to 

learn to use mathematics? \ 

Cognitive canna of pupils to lesson: 
i , Parents atteriied to the discussion, Subsequent to the session 
parents became involved Ain informal discussion groups over cotiua: 
However, only one question was asked during the question and answer period, 
Affective response of pupils to le8son: : 

Parents pttend ‘but appear not to feel comfortable enough to inquire 


* further, Only one pareht asked a question during the question and answer 


e 
session, 


‘ Method of instruction used: , 
' Mainly lecture with a period set aside for questions. Peousibetinn 
~ was done in English with Spanish translation. Mr. Gallego stayed on . 
. during the coffee session and talked with smaller groups. — 
‘.Ieecription of materials used by staff: 
‘ All parents received a copy of the handouts prepared“for the seaéSntt, 
Sescription of ee by pupils: 
a Bil inguad(Spanish-£nglish materials were Wistributed to parents, 
The material covering the session content was printed in both languages. 
Number of program and professional staff-in room: S+-+ *% ec 
Tanwsite aneti tary pevacone activity: ; pe 
Program staff registered the names of the attendees, They also 
/, prepared refreshnents. They talked informally yith parents at the a: 
conclusion of the session. Their primry goal seemed to be that of deter- 
minings ways of. farther servicing the pacente, ” 
What was teacher's major role? ™ 
‘ The session leader(s) Mr., Keltz and Mr. Gallego presented the informa- 
. tion printed on ‘the handout in greater detail. ‘They answered ‘the dination 
deed at the end of the session, . 
Number of participants (i.e., students, children, subjects, etc.);: a 
33 parents plus some young pre-school aged children. 
Is the program operational? Yes | oi : 


To what extent has the program been implemented according to design? 
Session activities and activities of the program staff coincided 


with the program as described in the proposal. 


Identify: 

Strengths--The parents seemed interested and. appreciative of the 
opportunity to investigate more stata the curriculum covered in the 
session, The mimber of participants has increased to an acceptable isielic 
The program now has 4 full complement of staff as of Monday. 

Weaknesses--Although attendance has improved, the early morning 
sessions are a problem for some parents, Parents attending the sessions 


“are reluctant-to ask questions: a 


Recommendations: 


Some meetings should be bold later in the day (perhaps in the evening) 


‘ to enable interested but working parents to attend. ‘Attendance at least 
once per month at a meeting of parents and children at a joint meeting | 
might be helpful in terms of fostering more involvement. Perhaps some 
sessions devoted to some of the pecibicias of communication in groups 
might help to open ‘iy commnication within the sessions, The sessions 
could deal with topics such as “What is thé best way to ask questions 


and get answers?” 


» 


{ 
| 


¢ 
‘ 


‘ Consultant's name: Dr. Ronald S, Ellis 


“ 


Date: May 6, 19%6 , - School: fS 52, Bronx 


Project title: “Bkadentoparent Activities Center, BE 20-6343 
Room: 127 "Prom 9 AM|to noon 
Name of teacher in charge: Mr, ‘Benjamin Ramos; Assistant "Prinetpal 


Please make a detailed” report‘ for each catego y, indicated, Sie additional 
paper or other side to insure complete weve ng. a . 
Cohtent theme of desson ohaniy ‘ 

——— “or a deteriptiog of Fe echass a fs lay? 8 a refer to the 
attached minutes prepared” by thé ‘program Laie. 1 


~- ++ ~~ - —. we 


Sige cabo ct eine eiading Meise Noss 


F ‘Cognitive response of pupils to lpsson: 
(See minutes of today’s meeting. ) , 
Attective) response of pupils to lesson: 
_ Bee minutes of today's 2 heeting. ): 
Method of instruction used: ° | - , 
J (See minutes ee today's neeting. ) = i ee 
. Description of materials used by-staff; 
An outline of the content ‘of the presentatién in Bog sh and 
Spanish was distributed to the eal by ihe staff. 
DenaeayeteR of materials ‘used ng pupils: 
Handouts distributed by staff. Paper, Hobwbouis and pencils, 
2 Number of staff in roon: a , 
Al) program staff were presebt. In addition, personnel lerom the © 
Central Board's "Umbrella" office band the State Department of Education 


were present, | P 


+ 
hes 
it 
, 
Piel 
v 


What was teacher's major role? 


. Tan For a description of the Coordinator of the Bilingual Complex, 
: Mrs, Garcia's, role see the pinutes of today's meeting. 4 
. Number of participants (i.e., students, children, subjects, etc.): 
+36 parents and. some: small children. : . ad 
‘ mis the program operational? Yes 


To what extent has the program been implemented according to design? > 


_ Identify: , 
: / Strengths--Recruitment efforts were’ successful, sinvolvement of . 


parents is increased 
Recommendations; ; 
‘ W attempts should be made to continue efforts that have been sade 


‘up to the present over into the subsequent cycle. 


= 


3b 


¥>° = - : 5 
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td , ’ 7 
‘ ; May 6, 1976 : 
PARENT -STUDENT ACTIVITY CENTER 
Bilingual-Bicultural Education 
Py Speaker Mrs. 0. Garcia, Coordinator, Bil. Complex 
4 F 
Meeting place; Room 127 - All members of staff, 
Meeting time: 9 a.m. Mr. Powlis and Mr, Johnson wewnet 
I Mrs. Garcia spoke on the needs and merits of bilingual and bicultural 
“education, She made a history of the non-English child in the New 
York City Public School System, tracing his adjustment or lack of 
,it from time of arrival and until the first generation. She mentioned 
the following aspects in such a pupil's school lifes 0 
anvenenU SUSU NINO OEIT OO TT ooeeemnnan eee neeenenmnmaneannensen alana anna tata aaaaaaaaaa i e 
a, strange language . 
b. strange culture 
c. -sense of rejection by others * 
= * ds— non-achievement ; under-achievement ~~ ~~ 
e. frustration, then open hostility 
f. reaction against local culture 
g. lost generation for the most part 
The speaker's contention is that bilingual-bicultural education is 
\ the answer to problems posed by the social, cultural and academic . 
alienation of the newcomer. Parent asked question--Can any child 
of any background be placed in the Bilingual program? Mrs. Garcia's 
_reply was that if a parent wants her child in the Program, the back- 
ground has nothing to do with it. 
‘II Mrs. Garcia made an analysis of the consequences of the "alienation" 
in which a newly arrived youngster finds himself, as follows; 
1. Rejection of parents as representation of an outmoded, 
old-fashioned and excentric culture. 
2. Papa and mama seen as satextey for their inability to 
speak English. 
3. No commnication with bate and adult members of family. 
; 4.> Lack of identity with either segment of population--the _ 
English speaking and the Spanigh speaking... 
5. Insecurity due to lack of identity. 
6. Gang-type organizations offer a sense of paiecigtng and - 
* : security, 
7. A complete gap between younger and older generations. 
«# ‘ . 
Ne Parents asked questions, such as--If a parent cares abput his child's 


schgol work, would this give him a sense of security ahd confidence. 
Mrs. Garcia's answer was that if a parent is considerate the child 


34° 


may benefit, but that’ some parents lack the ability to orient their 
children properly. 


© 


IIr Bridging the, gape-reasons for a sin tne dttieattnoad program: 


1. Académic-+a chance to get a solid, effective education. 

2, Social--equipping the younger generation for meaningful 
interaction with members of family and peers of the different ° 
ethnic groups. : 
Cultural--instilling the vital pride of being Spanish, 
pride of of his culture and pride of the culture of the 
adopted country. 

Economic--preparing the youngster for the skilled labor 
market, college education and.the opportunities that will i 
__... open up at_all levels of government, oo... Ss ipa 

5. Political--offering the know-how, the sophistication | needed 
for for political involvement. 

Parent asked--If a child graduates from the Bilingual Program in 
the school, will he continue in such a program in high school? ~ 
Mrs. Garcia answered that nowadays there are such programs at, all 
levels of the educational ladder, even in college. If he chose 
to be in such a program he could, 


A ‘ 

A general’ tlisctission took place now, with the parent’ participants 
pega up into small groups to talk with different members of the 
aff, . 


« 


Mr, Johnson, an educator from-Albany, and Mr. Powlis, from the 
Umbrella office, were in attendance at this meeting. Mr. Johnson 
had a few "remarks for the participants. ‘ 


At 11 the meeting was adjourned and refreshments were served. 
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Appendix B: QUESTIONNAIRE TO MEASURE PARENTS' FAMILIARITY WITH PUPIL 
ACADEMIC » ATTENDANCE AND DISCIPLINE REQUIREMENTS 


Part I: Fill in Ps 


x 


1. The school's address is é 


2. The school's telephone number is ois ‘ 
¢.* ; 3. The school goes from grade sto grade it 
nN S | 4, This school is in district . , 
| - 5. There are approximately _____ students in this school. . 


eens de paperless calomel tent eret es nemeettee ene 


—— ~6,—~The-prine tpal”of the school is — in : ° 


7. There are assistant principals in our school. 


: ‘ F td 
-8,— The assistant prineipal of your child's grade’ is ° 


9. Your child's«officdal” class is 4 


‘ Ss 
10. Your child's officia¥ room is on the - floor. 
a. hy Oe ; 


ll. Your child's official teacher is . a - 


12. The guidance counselor of. your chijjd is ° 


13. The school begins at '- A.M, and ‘ends at P.M. 
.@ ? —e a 
14, A pupil is late if he comes after 


15. If a child is absent from school one or two days, ‘the parent mst . 
send @ the following day. 


- 16. Ifa pupil is absent three or more days the child mst bring a ‘ 


17. Attendance to school is : according to the Education Law of 
the State of New York, ~ ° 


18. Ifa child stays out of school without a legal, reason he is a 
19. ‘The Board of Education will send a . to visit the pupil's héme. 


20, Ifa child still does not come to school, the attendance teacher 
will take the parents to the ; ‘ ; 
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21. A pupil may have breakfast in school. He mst come at iF 
so he can be fed. . : , 
22. Your child's lunch period isthe —s at _—_—soo'c lock. 
23. The lunch room is the _____ floor. 
2h, ~The preparation of the lunch is supervised by a_ 
25. The school provides a___—-so children can stay in good pest: 
Part II: True or False ‘ ° i , 
1. There is a doctor afd a nurse in the school every day. 
—2;—The-school doctor-presoribes-medicines-to-sick-childrgn, ee 
3. The school will’ give medication to sick children. . 
he A sick child should come to school. jet 
5. ‘ child with a large cast on any _ of his body should come ‘te ; 
school. - 
6. A sick child can he sent home alone, 
7. We ore a child home even if no one is at home. “9 
8. A vith must be examined by a doctor before going to high school, 
9. For pupils to get good marks they must be able to see well, ' 
10. a 


Por pupils to work well they mist be able to hear well. 
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Appendix C;'* QUESTIONNAIRE TO MEASURE. THE PARENTS' ABILITY TO ASSIST 
; THEIR CHILDREN IN THE ACQUISITION OF BASIC READING SKILIS 


1. Is your}child a good reader? 


. 
re 


2. What is your child's reading level? If: you don't know, see. his 
guidance counselor, ‘ 


. 


3. Why is ‘it important’ to read well and have a high reading level? 
7 \, What is the best way to increase one's reading level? ~ 


5, How can you help your child improve his reading? 
a,- Encouragement . , 7 

b. Buying books, magazines, etc. 

¢. Providing the right “environment” 


6. What resources are available. in our commnity?. 
a;~ Hunts Point Public Library * _ 
b. Newspapers and magazines 
c. Television programs 

1. The Electric Company 


2, Sesame Street a 


4. 


™. 7. What ‘resources are available in the school? 


a. School library 
. bb. Classroom libraries 
c. Reading laboratories 
dad. Multi-sensory reading room 
e. RIF program - 


7 


8, Resources in the home: , ‘ 
‘ted t 
‘a. Comic books 
bv. Letters received from relatives 
c. Letters received from the school 
d. Cans, boxes,\ bags, pac aes (groceries) | ite 
e. Books and magazines borrowed from alas and neighbors y 
. f, Fills--telephone, Con Edison, tte. 
&. Dictionary 
9. Ifa graduating student reads tame than. 7. 7 he will ae a 
to high school. 


- 10. Ifa weanuabiag student reads over 7. 2 but less than 7. Ts, he will 
receive a . 


. ia * 


. ®; 
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a : \ . 
li. If,a graduating student, reads 7. ts or more he will get a . 
“Ae Make sure you ssuclig your | child t spend at least 30 minutes reading - 4 
every day. : ‘ | 
/ 
13. ‘Things you should do: et “ 
2 ' "’ a, Consult your child's. reading. teacher ‘ 
oie b.-- Visit the reading class 

‘ :¢, Attend workshops in reading a3 

dad. / Set the exafiple at home ; ; 

: ail 

. . 9 
* 5 
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